lthough its origins arise from confidential information, this article emerges from an area gray enough -important enough -to make the author (hereafter: I) comfortable with the context and sufficiently cautious to clear the content with the National Science Foundation. Intrigued? Let me explain. My premise is that the way that grant proposals are written is representative of the way that a group of potentially leading-edge scholars Individuals involved in curriculum design often introduce new, modified, or applied ideas about instruction that span from classroom methods to philosophies of education. In this series, we examine progress in chemical education that is related to actual practices, and where many recommendations have originated from areas in higher education that exist alongside of and overlap with chemistry. Rather than an exhaustive review, we will select examples, background, and vocabulary that may either invite interested newcomers to explore a different area in their teaching, or provide language and precedent for individuals who wish to contextualize ideas they have developed independently.
-Brian P. Coppola, Series Editor
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are thinking about an area of inquiry or its development. The premise is valid regardless of the fact that proposal writers will conform to what they perceive to be the spirit and letter of a Program Announcement because these guidelines are also representative of the thinking of a comparable group. The context of my analysis is my participation as a member of various review and discussion panels (primarily for the NSF) over the last six years.
Since the early 1990s, two significant changes have impacted the look of proposals in chemical education. Both of these changes, in principle, have been productive. First is the need to include the intellectual context or background for a proposed activity. Borrowing appropriately from the culture of laboratory research proposals, the desired outcome is for projects that are "informed by" current thinking and the experiences of others. Second is the need for assessment and evaluation that has become widespread through public and private funding, lately reflecting the popular distinction between materials used for periodic documentation of progress (formative) and those used to make decisions of judgment (summative).
My observation and concern is the ease with which these two changes, providing intellectual context and assessment-evaluation results, do not inform projects nor are informed by them, respectively. Instead, like bookends and boilerplate, the intent of these changes can remain disintegrated from the proposed project, physically surrounding it, yet remain as traditionally disconnected as ever. The letter of the law is satisfied, but its spirit is lost, circumvented, or at least misunderstood. Fundamentally, the existing standards for precedent in scientific writing and for what constitutes evidence make for an excellent departure point for this discussion. At this point in my own essay, however, I now approach the edge of the gray area. I cannot cite the written materials (unfunded proposals), neither can I recount specific examples or reveal information about which I have committed myself to confidentiality. Although funded proposals are in the public domain, I am not inclined to specifically mention some projects rather than others because it would draw unintended attention to them. Still, the general principle is as important to implementing actual projects and writing publications as to the analysis of the proposals on which this analysis is based, so the concepts can be examined broadly. During the preparation of this manuscript, a representative of the NSF directed me to a new publication from the Division of Education and Human Resources, NSF-97-83: A Guide for Proposal Writing, in which a number of these same concerns have been raised. Interested readers are directed to
